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advancement of school practices. A means orientation, a teacher and :

administrator emphasis, and a top~down decision-making process are
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to action that will make obsolete the persistent notion that schools

do not improve. {(Author) ] . . )
L] » y v * '

)




* - - . . N
N oA, e . . . :
vy . . - ‘
. oy . > - \ :
P

|
|
|
° . L 4 P | N L ve s
}" . ) D N U's DEPARTMENT OF HEALTHs

L
<, s R § v e EDUCATION 8 WELRARE . N
B A N T A . 1)
B @ - . . A T, DOCUMENT i GEEN REPRO P
' > - q JPUCED IXA(TLY A5 RECEIVED FROM A v . ‘
vl ’ THE PERYON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN
. v - ATING 4T POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS . '\
RS - . W 1 2 SYATED 0 NOT/ NECENSARILY REFRE * ¢
. w “ . N A S5 LCFAL NATIONAYL INMTE £ OF N .
. . t ’:]/ - . LDUCAWON PO HION np POU .,
IR ol ¥ 3 |
NI A S U
R S
N R N A . .ot / > < € . Tt
¢, , - . % ™ CRITICAL AWARENESS.FOR IMPROVEMENT: THE SCHOOL AND™ YOU,
L './. ;ﬁ EL . Wi .: d I . . ) ¢ ,/ .
<« - ty . / N t
, ;o ¢ . o) / .
- - - . N / .
. . : . . tes , “ ! .
// L ' o - R ,/
- ‘? | - . ( . ; .
o B - . - LS
* Jé\ g:" ? v .t . . \ M - /'
: . [
. - % /u. - LY
_Io , . s 1 . by ./ !
o0 . oo . ¢ * - @ / :
- -\ N A
. 4%_ [ o = . . ] / ]
<. »\‘%' . Robert L. Sinclair = / . . PR .~ .
.’ *"\f‘. Director, Center for / ’ T Yot
. . Curriculum and O;ganlzat/ion o .
g . . 4= * School of, Education: . - ? ,
' ¢ University of Massachusetts . - '
. Amherst, Massachusetts - *
e w R - J . N s
R ] N L . . ! * . ‘. . 3 ¢ Vo,
. . . oo N ] ‘ . ,
} . ey . ) - ) \ N .
$ . ' v .9 ‘i
. - . .
: ' . £
. ‘ . g g |
- ! E - -
. . ’ . 3 L . 4 ;
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. ) Like an odd—shaﬁEd pie%e of a, -1g saw puzzle that loses its edge . !

.

#
«

. s ) . ‘ . , e .

“CRITICAL AWAREKESS FOR IMPROVEMENT: THE SCHOOL AND YOUl :

/ w ) ] ’ b * ‘ ¥ &, ’ M ' ' “e 1 . .
P LAl 1 x ) ! - -

- * » ¢

[ Y ’ . - /\ - 1 . i
atter being mispositioneqc a,desired change can be so, blunted by - the . v
. * - - - Ly W s [ . ’ " .
ongoingness of ‘the schoql that itg 1nfluence 1s seldom felt by learngrs{ L A
. FAR : . et
. . Too often the %Fh ol in which we work, similar to a’ personality Qhat

» \ ’ Q » ’ , - A - . Y . :
lacke capacity fer)renewal, is dominated by trdits that redist improwe* -

.
/ ° M ~ 4 a N s

1
) ment . Principals have thge right and oBfigation to transform the conditions i

;’ “i . ogisgch schools. They cannot wait with foléeo arms for others to serve—up «i
- ~Eirection‘:V.They mast develop critical awareness of what stymies improve— . : !
" —_ /mén_*and theh 1n1t1ate plans‘?or action. Future directions will come. ‘ {
' // from &ithin the school defineé‘and acted onqby the principal. 1In plain § i

»

words, one,path to school 1mpﬁg¢emenf is pos{}dve action by the pfincipal |

2 . }
. . » cx . ALt . . 1

b of schools and éeople becoming better. . 5} <. . . . L

. f. . 3 . - . . . ;

4 .- ta :
/ to eliminate t;’Jcharacter of the e?vmronment that hinders the process R

1 . 1

- ’ ) . ',a . - |
// ¢ { . This papex sets into motion the development “of critical awareness . \ _é?

. in principgls as“a fLrst s&ep qu)initiating better schools. There are,
(\ \ - N .

of tourse, some prinlipa.s-who Jill ot consider* *altering or\hdjusiing ‘

. ¥ the Wdy they lead or what they lead fPossiblv these hesitant coll;Lgﬁes . .
. A .
. gre depéndent onr the very-struc%pre that\gesists improvement.; They have *

-
"

( become principals beéecause of their ability to adapt to school énvironment,

.
. - T . . 5

not because of their talent to~€ransform conditions of schools, Manv: .
. . - by .
principals cannot look critically at Che structure responsible for Shaping

-

) them;\bhe same styructure that permits them to wait. The view of future

¢ 3 , A

. .
, . schools as being a carhon of the present, or of the future as heing pre-
’ | [] :

2

%eterﬂined, is in need of liberation.( To this end,‘three major'conditions ’
Yoo .. T 4 o ' . :
. of school reality likely to stop improvemen@‘a;% advanced for consideration.2
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0 -_SC HBOLS GIEW IﬂﬁkovnuENT AS RESTROCTURING ORGANI/AIIONAL MEANS NOl
! r . 3 ¢ ~ « .
AS REDEFINING OBJEGTIVES OF SCHOOLING Emarglng school problems are
. \ * . ‘o l’
translated into procedures, ideas into processes);and both are submerged
Ry - - %

rnst wh%t alregdy ehfsts.

by ask;ng 1f what is belng prqposed,cad be 1mplér’)ted %}thln the already

» -
N <

estaplished way the sdhool functions.

* . * - ) . .

_often considered "gpod" if they can’refer all questions and ideas to an
" - L * - "

Unfog}una&ely, principalg are
. 5 Lo

Directiond’ for the s¢hool are determined hy what
>
- #
‘can}be controlled: within the present organization.
N ’ # L .

.

.o
, organizational plan.

Ll

.’

environment fail to see is that school organization is a means not an end.
A T - ”

. .

a - . i .
* Decision.making for schoo% organization requireS¢Qoré rational

proCeduresiiﬁ_it is to lead tg improved schooling. Pr:ncipai and staff

P ~
~ bt -

EN t-‘ - a B ” -
should not be jyrestricted o the method of organization existing in, their
e . ) e .. K
schoolu.'Manynemerging probiems a school faces, whether lack of communigy
d ‘~ "' . . > L ) . -
participation. in determining curriculum pri

« .

reading, demand .getting of ne& ends, rath

»
.

of the? present way .the staff and students are- organized After careful

- . L e .
" tonsideration is given to determining’ what the éiSOOI is to adhomplish
: S R T Ty
. with learners, it is then possible to better decide on an®effeqtive

- . .
- -

pattern:of organization .3 . .

“The continyal attempt to “face problems of schooling by looking
. . 4 < T . - )
prematyrely to organizational solutidns'suggests, in part, that' pripcipal

-
ES

do nﬁ%\considé she need for schools to attaln new obJecbﬁ?es. Equally

concenﬂﬁng is the related suggestion that there is no attempt to’ respond

- ’
o’

to pqpblems by the eliminagion of exi;?ihgiobjectives.' ‘The setting of
X .. =4 ‘ A
objectives for a school does not mean that there is no cause to respond

LS . 4

“to probléms by redefining or elimigating initial objectives. Too often
S

Challengang 1deas For imprOVement are confronted

WhaE\prigggﬁals in this
» .

J

ies ox underacnievement in

.

S

. s' .
than merely convenient adjusténg

s

e,

‘Q
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: - the energ\ of a scHool ls‘Bpent only on strategf%s'to accpmplish T

. L . m . .

.- prevxnusly desxgnated;obJectlves -thus’ leading to préblem solving.that
v ¥ &‘ - * .Y , . s -~ . .
: <. o . .

. : 1s hampered by the' bllnders Pt the current organlzatlon If problems

A
! . ) < . x

T :,' in ‘d schook ﬁtogram emerge, strategies are qulckly desagped'with little"
. ‘)l - 2 RN Y
p attenthn dlrected to the pos51billty that the obJectlves of’the.program —~

i B voe

r oL .
b) are inappropriate. ObJectlves are not permanent, they require,continuous .

. : . . -

. revision and elimination.% Brackenbury supports this temporary nature ,
i' - L 4 . 4 . » , L] . .
‘ . T ‘ ’ t - . - - - -
of objectives by stating, '"Human beings‘gengrally like tofdo a task and-
. K - . ,,.. .
& “ S * ° S ’ ., T . ' '
be done with it. Unfortunately, ®bjectives,are much like-dishes. If they .
. . e . - \Q

are used, they require repeated doing and redoing: »oince objectives grow

N ‘e [ ' N T ,
out of experience ‘as well as guide experience, they are never| 'set once L. \/
- = . ‘. & ‘-
and (for all.,"5 , . ® j

-~ H C T

. Fundamentally,_althou&h the' ends af schooling are under close - /

scrutiny today, many schools,respond only by tinkering with means. Such ,/f/

a parrow 1nturn1ng leads to approaches to deqxred Emprovement that some-
" . ‘l{ .
how glt every odd piece 1nto the parameters of heoresently existing .
v ) . ,r
organizational puzzle: How seLdom we step back to puzzle over the whole. .

L ] SCHQOLS ARE 0VERL§ CONCERNED WITﬁwCENTtRING DECISIONS ON TEACHERS

* AND ADMINISTRATORS. THEY LOOk AT THEIR ENTERPRISE AS TEACHING RATHER.THAN

LEARNING. Educational environments where teaching .and administration, not

learning, come first, are fostered by many faétors outside the classroom

doors. ¥Eor/example, potential leadership can be squandered in political

struggles getween prid@lpals and teaﬂhers that(fevolve atound teacher -

~security and‘pay issues. ?hegcritical issue oﬁkimmroving the quality of l

learning done by children gets bymassed by.prineipals who argue that

teaching pay increases create limitations on resources available for students, M
. .

and by teachers who fight their powerlessness by, seeking tenuge and fringe “

-
~
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. bepefits without giving accordant attention to the ne..’ for changes in ] '

. AN . - *

) * i l 4 1 ’ B N " D
learning condftions. . i ';L‘ ) .

. * 5 ' - " . L » 3

X A pla$srood'organized with the prerogatives of teaching refJects an .
N * ‘_ s ~ « . . "t

. administration xhgtsplaces managqunt ahead of learning. The leadershlp

- - .
- kY

behavior oE the(pr1nc1pa1 infldences the nature of the climate for
L is; , learning 1q éiaserooms. In scHools led by authoritarian pnincipals, '

. students tend to percelve their classroom'environments as belng authori-

- . A\l - »

K -
tarian., In the §ame way, principals who includg ceachers in decisfpn~ . .

. ". e, ‘ 1% ’ . :
mek12§ foster aLhéOlS where students percedve their classrooms as ehcouragirg .

. , . , \
choice and involvement, A peculiar feature of hierarchies holds: as’tée .
‘ Al

* * : . . -~ ‘ o«
. principal goes. so goes the school.”’ v ¢
N N . 4’ , 1) i — %

Behind the’clasé?bom doors where teaching is the priority, collabor- v \j

. N
0 * P ¥
. .

ative interactions. betwegn teachers and ,students are limited while the

exploratory behavior of /students is c;Qtro%ledu‘ Physically, “chairs in . .

o - .

oard, while information and A -

[ . -

- rows face the teacher s '‘desk_and blac
) resources are lgcked awafiand dqledlgut‘by the teacher. Pre~packaged-
' . A o ’ .,
' . * . + . 5
: curriculum Lextbooks or teaching 'packets developed by outside corporations .
? , D . .

x

. ¢ . . '
. make a teachers life7EQsier by reducing the need for teacher creativity ,

and by lenaing thc authority of the printed page to consumption cf suhfect‘(,s ) PN

.matter. Fascination with teacher-proof classropm mégageﬁent systems ' .\ ,~
. LA .0 oo - -
+ (ways for teachers to_set up, and students to accept, a routihe.ofslegrning f . e

. ® : o N .
‘ activitiés) tend tO’llmlt real eollgboration and restrlct the rdhge.cf
. . . -t .2 . 4
' learning activities poss’ible for students. 4“‘: T,
- ! .

Lducatlonal environments trganlzed around;%he prerogqtives of teachlng

c0nverge to a State of day-tofday equalibrium. Princrﬁ%@s and teachers in
? . “ g 0 -

such settings strive to find a routine that gets them throg§h without.

. » ] . R Pl
hasslgs - theg.recoil in surprise when -their schools are sc;rgd for inertia,

.
L

Q blandness, rqutine. Still, when we ask in a thool "will it work?". we
=

E MC | ° ) : /! *

A -
] , -, ‘ [ 5 , i
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ask this persistent question on the immediéte, dai}y, routine leve. of ,

€ >

teacher and adhiq}strative organization, and lose sight of our real 1long-

parents. -

.
-

Report: \

S
« .
* .

<

. . . L ‘. J
While httgmpting to develop a school environmerit that ceﬁ&grs'more

on learning, we hmight reconsider t

Y .
% LA school is not merely a-'teaching shop, it must’, .
‘It is a qpmmunity? ‘

N

+ range hopeslana concerns, together with those of our stpdéhts and their

’
.

. k-4

his brief Statement from the Plowden
,

- -
»

Id » Al

[

bR,

_transmit v3l8es and attitudes.
in which children learn to live first and forem

Ae o

- . to create-and to love, to learn ta face adversity,,

as children-and*not as future adults....Children
need to be themselves, to live with other children’
. and with grown ups, to learn from)their environment,
to enjoy the present, to get ready for the future,

\ . - to behave responsibly, in a word, to be human be_ings."8

®  PEOPLE CLOSEST TO THE LEARNER HAVE LlMITED.DEdISION—MAKING POWER.

-
. »

. IN EFFECT, TEAQHERS USUALLY ACCEPT OR REJECT WHAT OTHERS HAVE DECIDED.
v O .

A ® , 1
’ Schools can cuncentrate more on learning if,teachers make dec}sions about
o . .

ths nature of learning environments. Emphasfs on learning cah be gener-

‘.- 3ted by teachers because they have the most data on needs, interest® and

ol :

learning styles. Also, being closest to students, teachers are in the - .

best position to make purposéfuL_decisions about a netwdrk of .environments
. N

’ ~

that will pgoduég ,!.earning.9 : . . .

¥

L3S -

Teaching, as defined here, means creating a variety of social; &

‘intellectual, and physical conditions from whicgslearners can benefit in,
’ ’

This meaning of teaching is based on Dewey's belief

T, ez 0 .
a yariety of ways.,
*

) ' . . .
that it %s the Interaction .between a learner and an environment that.

prpduéeslincreased knowledge and mastery of sk:[lls.]:0 In plain words,.
* P v [

‘ teachers must make key d%gisions about creating the setting for learning.

Yet, in reality, many'criéical decisions are made by people who are far
removed from the learning.environment. ) .

'
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The problem is not only that;d%gisibns are ‘made by beople who are -
N . Y > -

. A
¢ . . ‘ < N oL

remote erm'and without real.datg abput learners. It is also %1e tact
) . . . . . B - X :
. - o o . . \ .
that’ external decisions are often overriding, more influentia% thap - .
« . . . . 3
o ' h ‘ E X
teacher decisions. Directions resulting from insensitive, externally v
, v I3 N LY . .

. * . . . e
\*\ imposed decisions can capse a school FS;EPV& teachers in mays that are . .
- . » - ) ’ o & ? ¢ - . ’{. ‘
contrary to what students actually need. For egapple, a school bogrd é Ay
- . ] L . \
. - ’ ’ - . g . b
& adoption of a single textbook sé€ries £for redding curriculum thagsuses : ot 2
oo . L ) e, o> 2
5 three track gruuping can force a teacher to’plade 1earnq§§ intd graups :
> .. ¥ .-. - . ; = .
* 1 " 3 ‘. s -
that relate to the textbuoks. This required  grouping procedure can
L]
create a negative stigma for those learners who are assigned to the
> ?
. 3 ' .
lower or slower track. The teacher is forced to use a prescribed reading
[ L3 : . ' * )
curriculum that does not cgnnect positively with learners. Mismatch
- . . - . ’ N
resulting from ekternal decisions saps off preciocus teacher energy that .

. 4

could otherwise be directed tqWward creating meaningful léarging environ~-

>

ments. ) . . i '
te £ \ b ~ / R
" In many schools, teacher survival becomes adjustment to external
~ f N

«
,

decisions; some which fic, others which are comp%etely out-of-joint with’
., ] !
the activity necessary for promoting learning. Teachers learn from the

school environment too. Survival ¢an come to mean dging more pf what is .
B s A .
'required and less of what is need?d..°Anocher option is to resist the

-

gounter‘productive; required behaéior of the school. This ig a tough

. .

. /
choice, onc.tbat alienates teachers from the very setting responsible for

.~ .
£ «

their dependency and spiyival. Teachers whu resist become marginal persons '
' ) "

living on the fringe of the school. It's odd. Those who are fiarginal

and less. 1ikely to last are the teachers.whe can present to learners a

model «of hu@&n beings aplé to inflgence their environment. On the other

. . N -~ .
-hand, shose who adjust and fit to the incongruence of currently existing ‘¢

1 % -

schools present 2 model of human beings who survive by being incorporated :




: - e \
' into the structure that redutes their eﬁfectiveneéség;nhii kearning—to—\
. L ¢ - *

- <
live with incongruence between total school and immediate learvhing environ-
R 4 . .
R bl‘ . - . \ *

.ment can cause teachers to become unaware of their right and capacity to

. . ; > . N
transform the peality of the éducation enterprise. Awareness of the -
* 7/

e -

. . s Ve P
. existence and consequences of mlsmaJih in the school makes it posglble‘ . . s

for both principals and teachers, in qggcgrt, to* look critically at‘Fhe . -,

\ 4

gf conditions which are shaping then. Dé%&diﬁg and choosing, ‘creating and °
. ~“ [ 3 -

*re-creating, and ultimatély aéting on the reality in which one lives is

»

.

- -

necessary for improvement. Such critical 4wareness will increase decisions
4 \ . N S
1]

to eliminate traits in the school that hinderflearning.ll . £,

« [
L B

. . All schools’do ‘ot have conditions that resist improvement, nor are

hd .

= i

all schools led by principals who are part of the problem. get\ experience

teaches us that no matter what changes are aﬁtehpted many schools do not

1
»

get better. More schools can be improved by ‘legders who are critically

aware of what is blocking advancement of school practices., i

' . %
- X %o Y * ¥ - .
. A means orientation, a teadacher and administrator emphasis, and'a ’

. ,

3

top-down decision making process are some conditions in schools that are

Likelj to impinge on school'improvement. Principals can use the’ three
. . H L :

. conditions advanced here t%'analyze their own school context. If their

schoel is characterized by some or all of the conditions, they might.
' 3 . »
decide to take pufposeﬂul action to eliminate traits that resist. The )

) kg
first step for reconstruéting the school environment is arrividg at an

‘ k)
.
»
i

. A awarenesg of -the reality that hinders improvement. This critical aware-
N S ) -~
. . hess may result in commitment to take action that will make obsolete the 1
& x *
*
persistent nbtion that schools -do not improve. . .
- : )

-

.\‘1 . ’ i ' , ) a 7 : ’ Te
ERIC , p . L

- .
Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . % -
.
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Critical and edic0rial coméenta were contriﬁuted by War8 Ghory, .

Assistant po the Director, 5enter for Curriculum and Orgpnizat%pn,
University of Massachusetts /at Amherst; and by Phil DeTurk,- Head-~
masfén ShepherdKnapp School, Worcester, Massachusetts. ) v

Th conditions that resist improvement were stermined by collecting

dat through participant-observer prbcedures‘in mere than thirty

elementary schools in.six demographically varied school systems.

Participant, teacher and principal perceptions toward what stops°

improvement in schools were, recorded and then cluatered to determine

patterns most common _to all schools. The three primary condittbns .

are reported in this paper. Three. additional- conditions that ‘were ' @

identified but less definite are: ~ . _ )
[ Schools have little.capac{cy for tesearch and development,

Solutibns. to problems fély on what has werked best in the

> . past, this contributing to regression in'the light of new .
) demands. 2 .
4 Schools Isolate teachers from each other and from principals, : © g

. leaving them to cope individually or in small -interest groups ,
. with thelir difficulties; and to celebrate silently their .
' guccesses. . . A

|

@ Schools have inadequate knowledge to meet and accept criticism,
In the face of a problem, they become defensive and/devoted to’
. maintenance and survival. '

»

A useful procedure for improving decision making for school organi-

zation 1is described ip Myers, Domald, and Sinclair, Robert. "Improved
"Decision Making for School Organization: What -arid What For. " National
Elementary Principal, Volume LII, Number 4, January, 1973, pp. 43-50. -,

»
-

For a treatment of the problems associated with the use &nd misuse of
objectives see Fischer, Louis and Sinclair, Robert. "Behavior Objectives,
Performance Contracting, Systems Management, and Education. " in Yee, *
Albert (Ed.), Perspectives on Management Systems Approaches in Education.
(Englewoou Cliffs, New Jersey: Educational Technology Publicationa, 1973.)

o - -

Brackenbury, Robert. "Guidelines to Help Schools’ Formulate and Validate
bjectives " in Rational Planning in Curriculum and Instruction. Washington,
.C,: National Education Associlation, Center for the Study of Instruction,

1967, p. 108.,

For a definition of educational environment and a procedure’to measure
.some dimensions of the education environment of elementary schools see
.Sinclair, Robert. s"Elementary School Educational Environment: Toward
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